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During the last thirty years, many western 
industrialised countries have witnessed ef-
forts to integrate environmental concerns 
into sectoral policies such as agriculture, 
energy or industry. The principle of Envi-
ronmental Policy Integration (EPI) has be-
come an important objective on the political 
agenda by now, mainly forced by the Rio 
Convention, the  Treaty of Amsterdam and 
different requirements on the national level. 
In recent years, a range of new strategies, 
institutions and instruments have been de-
veloped, among these Cardiff-type sectoral 
strategies, strategic environmental assess-
ments or green cabinets etc. These often 
rely on processes of governmental self-
regulation.  
However, current efforts show only lim-
ited improvements in the implementation of 
the EPI-principle. Against the recognition of 
the importance of a better knowledge base 
as a condition for integrated policy making, 
EPI largely remains to be question of politi-
cal power and relationships within govern-
ment. The report develops a systematic ty-
pology of the different strategies and instru-
ments that have been implemented in the 
OECD countries and evaluates their use for 
contributing to the overall strategic objec-
tives of EPI.  By critically assessing the suc-
cess conditions of the different approaches 
based on a cross-country comparison, we 
conclude with a rather sceptical estimation, 
whether governmental self-regulation is an 
strategic approach that runs alone. The re-
port is part of the BMBF-funded research 
project POINT3D that develops a software 
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 1 POINT3D - a Software Based Tool for the Ex Ante 
Assessment of Policies 
The aim of the research project POINT3D is 
to develop an administrative instrument for 
the integration of sustainability concerns in 
the different sectoral fields of policy making. 
This instrument will be an electronic check-
list that allows for an assessment of the po-
tential effects of planned policy initiatives on 
the environment, the economy and the ob-
jectives of the respective administration. 
Thus, potential conflicts between different 
objectives as well as win-win constellations 
can be identified already at the earliest 
stage of decision making. The checklist will 
be a standardised tool that (1) enables deci-
sion makers to conduct at least a rough as-
sessment regarding the wide range of pos-
sible side effects of a planned policy,  (2) to 
compare different options and (3) to com-
municate the criteria for decision making at 
an early stage of the policy process with the 
target group and potential stakeholders.  
For this purposes, a wide range of pos-
sible aspects and objectives of sustainability 
have to be considered. There are a consid-
erable number of policy objectives and re-
lated indicators regarding sustainability con-
cerns. The different approaches are far from 
being homogenous, often contradicting each 
other, with frequently poor conceptualisation 
of sustainability and often with omissions. It 
is an important part of the project to screen 
and to merge the different systems of sus-
tainability indicators regarding their usability 
for the planned electronic checklist. To 
achieve the objective of on the one hand 
allowing to check a broad range of aspects, 
but on the other hand to confront the user 
with the least number of questions as possi-
ble, the questions regarding the different 
aspects, objectives and indicators are or-
ganised hierarchically. Questions are put on 
the screen only if aspects have been identi-
fied as relevant in a previous scoping phase. 
The questions regarding the environmental 
aspects are grouped in assessing the 
planned policy for emissions, physical inva-
sions to the environment, utilisation of re-
sources and, based on this, aspects of effi-
ciency and intensity. For the economic di-
mension, questions are grouped regarding 
employment, influence on the economic 
structure, economic stability, economic effi-
ciency and competitiveness, effects on in-
novation and research. The latter indicators 
are mainly based on the Lisbon indicators of 
the European Union, as there is a lack of 
consensus on the theoretical concept of 
sustainability in the economic literature. Fur-
thermore, for the agricultural sector, which 
will be the first application of POINT, specific 
indicators were derived and integrated from 
the concepts of the OECD and EEA. To 
keep the tool flexible, to allow for an adapta-
tion to new developments and to achieve a 
high acceptance it is necessary to include 
additional indicators and questions by ad-
vanced users.  
The tool will be developed in close co-
operation with the German Ministry for Con-
sumer Protection, Food and Agriculture. 
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Thereby, user requirements, administrative 
procedures and possible restrictions for the 
implementation can be considered already 
during the development.  
However, a user friendly tool will not be 
sufficient for an actual change of policies. 
The application depends on both the politi-
cal will for a policy integration, as well as an 
integration into the legal framework of the 
administrative procedures. Therefore, in the 
course of the project, an analysis of best 
practices in policy integration has been con-
ducted, as well as a legal analysis of current 
requirements of policy integration.  
The legal analysis compromises re-
quirements from international law, European 
law and national norms, both in the constitu-
tional law as well as in special acts. The 
analysis confirms once again, that the inte-
gration of environmental concerns is most 
advanced and it is better institutionalised 
compared to the more broad issue of sus-
tainability. The most important focus is given 
on the consideration of the environment in 
planning procedures, mainly regarding infra-
structure projects. The results of the study 
will be published in a separate paper.  
The study of best practices in European 
and national efforts for policy integration is 
based on a comprehensive literature study 
as well as on an international workshop with 
experts and practitioners that was held in 
December 2002 in Wuppertal. The work-
shop confirmed the difficulties of institution-
alising policy integration. It became clear 
that there are significant differences be-
tween the countries, with e.g. European or 
British efforts that are more far-reaching 
than e.g. current Austrian or German 
mechanisms for policy integration. Accord-
ing the presentation of the representative of 
the German Environmental Ministry, the 
German strategy focuses mainly on the de-
velopment and implementation of a national 
sustainability strategy, thereby abandoning 
a more horizontal approach of policy inte-
gration that leaves the responsibility in the 
different sectors. However, the process of 
policy integration has gained more momen-
tum also in Germany. From the international 
level it is mainly the OECD and the Euro-
pean Union, that remain the main driving 
forces for the renewed efforts in policy inte-
gration. It became obvious, that there are 
several, largely uncoordinated processes of 
policy integration on the European level and 
that there is the risk, that the Cardiff process 
becomes orphaned. Furthermore, it is not 
yet clear, if the far reaching constitutional 
requirements with Article 6 as the most 
prominent example will be part of the forth-
coming European constitution. Additional 
momentum for policy integration is however 
gained from the efforts for improving gov-
ernance in Europe as it is laid down among 
others in the communication on the planned 
Impact Assessment. It is yet an open ques-
tion if sustainability concerns and in particu-
lar environmental requirements will be ade-
quately considered in these assessments. 
The OECD has a major focus on developing 
recommendations based on research on 
best practices in its member countries. The 
results of these research are taken into ac-
count in the following report on instruments 
for policy integration.  
The analysis of instruments for policy in-
tegration provides an overview on typical 
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opportunities and impediments for a suc-
cessful policy integration. It is based on a 
review of theoretical literature, comparative 
studies and the historical analysis of instru-
ments and strategies for policy integration. It 
confirms our expectation that an instrument 
such as POINT has to be integrated into an 
overall strategy for policy integration. Sev-
eral other appraisal tools have been devel-
oped, but actually never been applied, be-
cause of the lack of political guidance for 
their implementation. To prevent POINT 
from this miserable fate,  the tool has to be 
integrated and tuned to other mechanisms 
for policy integration, some of which are cur-
rently in development such as sectoral and 
national strategies for a sustainable devel-
opment, the development of indicators, or 
the implementation of a Strategic Environ-
mental Assessment. Other instruments and 
strategies that are actually applied success-
fully in other countries may be additional 
complementaries for the appraisal tool un-
der development.  
2 EPI – The Policy problem 
The establishment of modern environmental 
policy in all western industrialised countries 
in the last thirty years can be considered a 
remarkable success concerning the speed 
and range of policy development. But on the 
opposite, the environmental situation still is 
deteriorating in many areas (OECD, 2001a). 
This record is due to two reasons: The first 
is the overall poor implementation of envi-
ronmental policy. The second is the rela-
tively unchanged continuity of environmental 
harmful policies of other departments such 
as energy, transport, agriculture, spatial de-
velopment, or economics that counteract 
protection efforts by environmental policy. 
The need for an effective Environmental 
Policy Integration (EPI) has been recog-
nised since the 1970s. But the results are 
mainly disappointing. Up to now, the inter-
vention of environmental policy demands 
came up when basic decisions on policies 
were already decided. Environmental poli-
cies still follow largely the “End of Pipe”-
approach (OECD, 2001b).  Current govern-
ance models seem not well suited to carry 
out the necessary policy shifts that EPI im-
plies. Governmental agencies are highly 
specialised, they accumulated specific 
knowledge to govern their particular policy 
field, they build up a network with their tar-
get groups and they are path dependent re-
garding their goals and instruments. Thus, 
the modern state pursues contradictory pol-
icy targets easily. EPI contradicts this way of 
sectoral policy formulation and implementa-
tion. That’s why it faces strong barriers, al-
though an early consideration of the envi-
ronment in the decision making process 
bears the potential of 1) to be more effec-
tive, because environmental friendly alterna-
tives may be considered, and 2) more effi-
cient, because environmental deterioration 
is minimised from the beginning and addi-
tional, possibly expensive add on measures 
can be avoided.  
The need for a more effective EPI is 
constituted by international obligations, such 
as the Rio declaration (in particular chapter 
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8), or Article 6 of the Amsterdam Treaty. In 
recent years, most industrialised countries 
witnessed a renewal of activities, to estab-
lish and promote effective EPI mechanisms. 
The so called Cardiff Process of the Euro-
pean Union is a prominent example for this. 
Other to be mentioned are the establish-
ment of Environmental Policy Plans, the de-
velopment of Sustainability Strategies, 
mechanisms to assess the environmental 
impacts of policies such as the Strategic 
Environmental Impact Assessment, institu-
tional mechanisms, such as Green Cabinets 
or the merging of MoEs with other govern-
ment departments, or green budgeting.  
This paper aims to develop a taxonomy 
of the different instruments that have been 
developed to improve the integration of envi-
ronmental concerns in the routines of deci-
sion making in other policy fields. We are 
particularly concerned with the question, in 
how far these instruments are able to foster 
learning in the targeted policy sectors and in 
how far learning is a sufficient condition for 
the success in EPI.  
The paper proceeds as follows: We start 
with a rather narrow definition of EPI, focus-
ing on institutions to shape the process 
rather than the output of policy making. On 
this basis, we develop a taxonomy of meas-
ures to improve decision making. In the fol-
lowing, we briefly discuss the identified 
measures, describing their main features 
and shortcomings, where there have been 
introduced first, and if a diffusion to other 
countries has happened or can be expected. 
Based on evaluation studies on EPI in dif-
ferent countries and sectors we identify a 
number of factors that influence the success 
of EPI measures. Concluding, we analyse in 
how far the described measures do fulfil the 
identified conditions.   
3 Definitions of EPI 
Most definitions of policy integration refer to 
a continuum regarding either the degree of 
integration or coherence of policy outcomes 
(objectives or practices) between different 
domains of policy making or the process of 
integrating policies. A general definition for 
integrated policies focusing on policy out-
comes is given by Underdal (1992): “A pol-
icy is integrated when the consequences for 
that policy are recognized as decision prem-
ises, aggregated into an overall evaluation 
and incorporated at all policy levels and into 
all government agencies involved in its exe-
cution” (in: Weale and Williams 1992, 46). 
That is, as Lafferty (2001) pointed out, an 
attribute of any good governmental practice 
and not an specific feature of good environ-
mental governance. While this definition fo-
cuses on the minimisation of contradictions 
between different policies, another focus 
can be set on the integration of different in-
struments to tackle a specific problem (s.a. 
Liberatore 1997, 111). This can be under-
stood as coherence of policies. 
The OECD (1996) has developed a fre-
quently quoted scale for different levels of 
policy co-ordination with “independent deci-
sion making” as one corner mark and inte-
grated policy as the other. For an empirical 
investigation of the co-operation between 
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R&D policy and environmental policy, Con-
rad (2000) developed a similar continuum. 
These typologies mix actors like depart-
ments or central bodies, institutions like sys-
tems of arbitration or channels for communi-
cation and preferences like hidden differ-
ences or seeking for consensus. By this, the 
sequence of the different levels is arguable, 
depending on which of the elements are to 
be placed first. However, this work provide 
insights on the wide range of possibilities for 
government practices. 
Focusing on the environmental dimen-
sion, Jordan and Lenschow (2000, 111) de-
fine policies as environmentally integrated 
“when policy makers in ‘non’-environmental 
sectors recognize the environmental reper-
cussions of their decisions and adjust them 
by appropriate amounts when they under-
mine sustainable development” (Jordan and 
Lenschow 2000, 111).   
Another possibility is to analyse the 
process of policy integration: The European 
Environmental Agency (EEA) understands 
EPI as a process of adjusting the focus of 
environmental policy away from environ-
mental problems themselves to their causes 
and from ‘end-of-pipe’ ministries to ‘driving 
force’ sector ministries’ (EEA, 1998, p. 283 
quoted by Jordan and Lenschow 2000, 
111). 
Both the scope and the instruments for 
policy integration vary fundamentally ac-
cording to the definition that is applied. If 
policy integration is understood as integrat-
ing environmental needs in policy outputs of 
non-environmental sectors, any policy in-
strument can be conceived to bring forward 
the case of EPI. Following this focus, EPI is 
frequently understood as an internalisation 
of the environmental effects of a sector (e.g. 
Hey 1998, 2002). To evaluate the progress 
of this output oriented view, the main focus 
is on policy outcomes and impacts. From 
this perspective, EPI implies a substantial 
policy change in the different domains of 
government. 
The second perspective on the process 
of EPI focuses on strategies and instru-
ments to change government routines. It is 
interested in the potentials and limits of self-
regulation of government to optimise the 
process of decision making. The evaluation 
of the process starts with the question which 
strategies and instruments are adopted to 
modify the process of policy formulation and 
implementation in sectors other than the en-
vironment? Of course, changes in the deci-
sion making process are meant to change 
policies as well, but this perspective on the 
policy process may reveal opportunities and 
barriers for a “toolbox” of EPI.   
In this paper we zoom into the process 
perspective of EPI. We identify and catego-
rise typical instruments– then describe their 
potentials and limits, based on a compre-
hensive survey of the evaluation literature 
on EPI. By this we not only  aim at identify-
ing the merits and shortcomings of the dif-
ferent measures, but furthermore at estimat-
ing the possibilities for a cross-country 
adoption. 
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4 A toolbox for EPI 
A review of the efforts to establish and im-
plement  EPI in the western industrialised 
countries reveals a considerable number of 
strategies and instruments (see e.g. Lafferty 
and Meadowcraft, 2000, Müller, 1986; 
Pehle, 1998; Wilkinson, 1998; Lenschow, 
2002). In Germany, for example, administra-
tive measures were developed such as a 
green cabinet, that was supported by a in-
ter-departmental working group of high rank-
ing civil servants (established in 1971), or a 
obligation for each ministry to consult the 
then responsible ministry of the interior in 
the case of legislative proposals are likely to 
affect the environment (introduced in 1975). 
Also, preparations were undertaken to de-
velop a systematic assessment of bills and 
programmes regarding their environmental 
effects. But this project was stopped due to 
lack of personnel available for its realisation 
(Müller 2002). These attempts for an inte-
grated policy design lost their relevance 
when the momentum of the reform period of 
the early environmental policy died away in 
consequence of the oil price shocks and the 
world-wide economic downturn. Similar ob-
servations can be made for most of the 
other industrialised countries (Jänicke et al. 
2002, Marsden 1998, Jänicke and Weidner 
1997). 
In the late 1980s and the beginning of 
the 1990s, the integration approach was re-
discovered and recalled to life with several 
innovations in several European countries, 
as well as on the  level of European policy-
making (Liefferink and Andersen, 1997, 
OECD, 2001b). 
The following table gives an overview on 
typical measures that have been adopted in 
the recent past. We distinguish these meas-
ures with regard to  their scope (encom-
passing strategies vs. instruments) and their 
domain of application (centralised vs. de-
centralised). A strategy comprises ideally 
objectives, action plans (including the allo-
cation of resources), mechanisms for moni-
toring and obligations for reporting. Instru-
ments are means or devices to implement 
policies. 
In the following a short description of 
each of the different measures for EPI will 
be given, describing their main features, 
their first time of application, their target 
groups and related requirements, but also 
the experiences that have been gathered in 
practice. 
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Measures for Environmental Policy integration 
 Political Strategies Administrative Instruments 
Centralised 
Mechanisms 
National Planning for Environ-
ment / Sustainability Strategies 
Constitutional Provisions for EPI 
Extension of the competences of the Environmental Ministry 
• Consultations procedures 
• Veto power 
• Initiative rights 
Independent institutions for advising and evaluation  
Amalgamation of departments  
Green Budgeting 
Consultative procedures 
• Green Cabinet 
• Interdepartmental working groups 
Reporting obligations to new institutions 
Strategic Environmental Assessment  
Decentralised 
Mechanisms 
Sectoral Strategies  Environmental departments in the different sectors /  
Environmental Correspondents  
Sectoral Conferences 
Appraisal of policy initiatives  
5 Strategies to improve EPI 
National Environmental Policy 
Planning / Sustainability Strategies  
National Environmental Planning means the 
development of a comprehensive strategy 
concept, that defines priorities and objec-
tives of environmental policy in a long-time 
perspective, names relevant target groups 
and related measures and proposes indict-
ors for monitoring and evaluation. Such 
plans are often drawn up with wide societal 
participation. As the SRU has pointed out, 
they are especially characterised by a con-
sensus of opinion on the objectives which 
are derived from the principle of sustainabil-
ity, by an integration and participation ap-
proach and by the obligation to report on 
improvements and shortcoming regarding 
the implementation of objectives (SRU, 
2000). Furthermore, they are often inte-
grated in an overall reform of the public sec-
tor, are paralleled by an ecological tax re-
form and accompanied by strong orientation 
towards technology- and research funding 
as also ecologically motivated investment 
programs.  
The first plans were introduced in the 
Netherlands, Canada, UK, Denmark, Swe-
den and Norway towards the End of the 
1980s. In the 1990s, a fast diffusion of the 
instrument could be observed (Busch and 
Jörgens 2002). The most prominent exam-
ple is the National Environmental Policy 
Plan of the Netherlands (NEPP). This plan 
not only embodies the target-oriented policy 
approach best, containing over 200 quanti-
tative objectives, but also the strict orienta-
tion of environmental policy towards its tar-
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get groups (Bressers and Plettenburg, 
1997). At present, about 80% of all industri-
alised countries have adopted different va-
rieties of this approach. The requirement of 
Agenda 21 to develop such Plans or Strate-
gies thereby proved as a catalyst (Jänicke 
and Joergens, 2000).  
Environmental Planning furthers the 
case of EPI in several ways. Usually, the 
role of the MoE is strengthened in the proc-
ess of the plan development. The attention 
is shifted from contested instruments to 
problems and their need for adequate solu-
tions. In the best case, the result is the in-
ternalisation of problem responsibility within 
the relevant sector and its target groups 
which might also trigger learning processes 
in a long-term perspective. But most of the 
adopted plans are characterised by some 
serious shortcomings so far: The objectives 
are often vaguely formulated only and they 
frequently don’t impose binding implementa-
tion requirements. The plans are often re-
stricted to conventional environmental ob-
jectives and tend to ignore unsolved, persis-
tent problems. Also the institutionalisation of 
the whole planning process is, with a few 
exceptions, weak and objectives are not 
taken sufficiently into account by decision-
makers in other relevant departments (e.g. 
SRU, 2000, Dalal-Clayton, 1996).  
National Sustainable Development 
Strategies have to be distinguished from 
Environmental Planning. They usually have 
a much broader focus on economic, social 
and environmental policy, but also education 
and research policy or other policy areas. In 
this respect they only contain few, highly 
aggregated environmental objectives and 
indicators. EPI is not the central aim, rather 
the deployment of a multi-dimensional set of 
policy objectives. From the late 1990s, Sus-
tainable Development Strategies were 
adopted world-wide (Busch and Jörgens 
2002). They are either newly adopted as in 
the German case or they replace or com-
plement existing national environmental pol-
icy planning such as in the Netherlands or 
Austria. The relationship between the more 
sectoral approach environmental planning 
approach and the overall arching approach 
of the Sustainable Development Strategies 
is far from clear yet: complement as also 
competition is possible. 
Constitutional Provisions for EPI 
Many countries adopted constitutional provi-
sions to protect the environment. The clear-
est focus on the integration of environmental 
needs is formulated in the treaties of the 
European Union. While the environment 
was not mentioned in the founding treaty of 
Rome, in all of the more recent treaties re-
quirements of the environment were incor-
porated.  
For the first time, the Single European 
Act (SEA) of 1987 established in its article 
130 r(2) the principle, that ‘environmental 
protection requirements shall be a compo-
nent of the community’s other policies’. In 
1993 the Maastricht Treaty amended the 
article 2 of the Treaty of Rome by replacing 
the objective of ‘continuous expansion’ with 
the objective of sustainable and non-
inflationary growth respecting the environ-
ment’. Furthermore the integration principle 
was strengthened by making it imperative 
(environmental requirements must be inte-
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grated into definition and implementation of 
other policies) (Wilkinson, 1998, 114 f.). For 
the time being this process of institutionalis-
ing the EPI principle was continued with the 
article 6 of the Amsterdam Treaty, which 
makes integration of the environment as a 
guiding principle of the Union.   
6 Administrative Instruments 
Extension of the Competences  
of the MoEs  
Successful EPI is a question of power: The 
relative strength of the involved actors has 
been identified as a crucial variable to ex-
plain substantial policy change in environ-
mental relevant policy sectors. Therefore, 
the expansion of the competences of MoEs 
has been proposed as a veritable tool by 
scholars of Policy Integration. It is, however, 
difficult to define precise criteria for the 
strengths of MoEs in relation to other de-
partments. Liberatore (1997) stresses this 
point in her study on the DG Environment of 
the European Commission: Its staff and 
budget is neglectable compared to other 
DGs, but its regulatory output has been and 
still is of considerable importance for other 
DGs .  
So far, a wide range of tools has been 
discussed to extent the competences of the 
MoEs. The most extensive institution is 
probably the right for the MoE to veto legis-
lative proposals by other departments. To 
our knowledge, such a formal veto-power-
right has not been institutionalised in any 
country. This is no wonder given the fre-
quent weak status of the MoE in the hierar-
chy of the government. But it is also ques-
tionable, whether such an instrument would 
be of practicable advantage to the MoE. 
Pehle (1998) concludes in his comprehen-
sive study on the German Ministry for the 
Environment, that at least in the political 
system of Germany, the theoretical advan-
tages of a veto right of the Ministry of Envi-
ronment are practically counteracted by the 
dominant role of the chancellor. The chan-
cellor is able to overrule a veto in any case, 
and is able to dismiss a minister. Politically it 
would not be wise to vote against the posi-
tion of the chancellor. Therefore it is not 
likely, that a veto, once institutionalised will 
be actually enforced. In Germany, a veto 
power is given to the ministers of finance 
and justice, but it hasn’t been enforced yet. 
However, such a power may unfold effects 
before it is actually deployed. But is seems 
very unlikely, that such an instrument will 
diffuse widely after adoption by a pioneering 
country,  because it simply implies too far-
reaching changes in the distribution of 
power among the different departments. 
Another, however weaker, possibility to 
involve the MoE in the legislation process of 
other departments is to oblige the latter to 
consult the MoE in the case of legislative 
proposals with likely environmental impacts. 
This has been introduced in Germany in 
1975 in the Common Rules of Procedures of 
the German government and remains in 
force till today. However, there is nothing 
special about this regulation as any depart-
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ment is to be consulted if its domain is af-
fected by proposals of another department. 
To our knowledge, there has been no 
evaluation of this procedural rules. But there 
is good reason to assume that  consultation 
starts at a late stage of decision making, 
when considerable policy changes are out of 
reach. It is very likely that comparable rules 
form  standard procedures in other coun-
tries. 
To overcome the shortcomings of the 
traditional consulting procedures, the right 
for the MoE to start initiatives in other de-
partmental areas of responsibility has been 
brought forward to the debate. Such a provi-
sion might improve the power of the MoE in 
two ways. First of all, the MoE gains greater 
influence on the overall agenda of the gov-
ernment. But it also obtains a more offen-
sive role in relation to the other depart-
ments: The responsible department has to 
prove the possibility of the proposal and has 
to justify a withdrawal with good reasons. 
The barrier for withdrawal can even be in-
creased, if the MoE builds up winning coali-
tions in the run-up of the decision-process. 
The amalgamation of departments is an-
other way of enhancing  the relative power 
of the MoE. An example for a useful merger 
in terms of policy integration has been the 
Danish joint energy- and environmental min-
istry. But this merger has been revoked by 
the new middle-right government recently. In 
the UK, the merging of the departments of 
transport and of the environment by the La-
bour government and the selection of the 
vice prime minister John Prescott as head of 
this department has also been interpreted 
as an improvement in EPI (Jordan 2002). 
Liberatore (1997) points out, that integra-
tion understood as a two way relationship, in 
general could imply a dilution as well, if the 
two departments are of different size or 
power. That is particularly true for the amal-
gamation of ministries. The German case 
proves again ideal for illustration: Until 1986 
the departmental responsibilities for the en-
vironment were distributed among 8 differ-
ent ministries. The responsibility for nature 
protection was located in the ministry of ag-
riculture, which was seen as the most impor-
tant barrier for a more ambitious nature pro-
tection. Conflicts between the different de-
partments had to be carried out inside the 
ministry, and the possibility to resolve con-
flicts on the cabinet level was missing 
(Pehle 1998). A diffusion of a special design 
of ministries to other countries is not very 
likely, because it would imply again a shift in 
the distribution of power. The design of min-
istries is likely to be the result of a political 
bargaining on national level rather than 
driven by a certain functionality. 
Consultative procedures  
Apart from formal procedures to include the 
MoE into the decision making process, there 
have been many efforts to institutionalise 
joint committees of environmental depart-
ments and other policy sectors. These 
committees have been introduced both on 
the cabinet level (“green cabinets”) as well 
as on the departmental level (“interdepart-
mental working groups”). 
In the 1980s, there has been a series of 
joint European councils of the transport and 
environment council. This instrument  has 
been taken up again by the British presi-
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dency in 1997 despite the rather disappoint-
ing results of the earlier series. Hey (1998) 
concludes, that these joint meetings gener-
ate considerable organisational efforts, but 
despite of symbolic declarations, substantial 
efforts for an improved EPI could not be ob-
served. 
Several European countries introduced 
so called “Green cabinets”, mainly on the 
level of secretary of states. In Germany 
such a committee was introduced as early 
as 1971 (Jänicke et al. 2002), but it was dis-
solved soon. The red-green coalition tied on 
this tradition. A Green Cabinet was consti-
tuted again in 2000, mainly to prepare the 
national sustainability strategy. In the UK, 
such a committee  was introduced in 1990, 
being chaired by the deputy prime minister 
(Jordan/Lenschow 2000). Norway intro-
duced a State Secretary Committee for En-
vironmental Issues in 1989 (Sverdrup 1998). 
Frequently, these cabinet committees 
are supported by working groups of high 
ranking civil servants (Norway: Several in-
terministerial working groups on various is-
sues since 1990, Germany: Introduction of a 
permanent working group of heads of de-
partments in 1972, interministerial working 
group on CO2 reduction introduced in 1990, 
etc.) 
It is likely, that comparable institutions 
both on the level of the cabinet and admini-
stration exist in other countries, since such 
committees can be expected to be standard 
governmental procedures. Apart from 
agenda setting, it is however unlikely, that 
these consulting mechanisms prove to be a 
vehicle for  sufficiently changing policy ob-
jectives in other departments. Consultation 
is likely to improve the efficiency of imple-
mentation, but a policy change has to be 
decided upon on a higher level of policy 
making. 
Strategic Environmental Assessment  
The basic idea for a strategic environmental 
impact assessment (SEIA) on the European 
level was developed back in the late 1970s 
by a small network of experts (Hey 1998). 
From the mid 1980s there have been sev-
eral attempts of the Commission to imple-
ment a SEIA In 1989 a consultation process 
with national EIA experts was started which 
led to an official proposal for a directive in 
1996 which came into force in 1999. The 
directive requests the competent authorities 
to elaborate an environmental statement 
and to perform consultations with the envi-
ronmental authorities and the general public. 
It is supposed to be a procedural instru-
ment for the  evaluation of all stages of the 
decision-making-cycle, thereby starting from 
the formulation of policies (definition of stra-
tegic guidelines and objectives) via planning 
(assignment of resources) and ending with 
the development of programmes (set of pro-
jects). This is based on the assumption that 
the set of alternatives predetermined on the 
respective higher level of decision making, 
that are, however, not at disposition. The 
practical execution ranges from simple 
checklists to an elaborated modelling of the 
impacts. 
Legislative EA has been introduced for 
the first time in the USA in 1970, but it is 
seldom applied and the underlying act lacks 
of substantial and operational goals (An-
drews 1997). Canada introduced an envi-
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ronmental assessment review process 
(EARP) back in 1973, that should assess 
legislative proposals regarding their envi-
ronmental impacts. But this guideline was 
only applied to a few policies. In 1990 the 
procedure was reformed including a formal 
provision of EA for the first time. That was 
laid down in the so called Blue Book from 
1993, which is the official guide to the as-
sessment process (Marsden 1998, 246). 
In Europe Denmark, the Netherlands, 
Finland, Norway and the European Union 
itself have enacted requirements for legisla-
tive EA.  An obligatory EA can also be found 
in Hong-Kong (Marsden 1998). The current 
state of institutionalisation varies considera-
bly: provisions for SEA are partially given by 
legislation (e.g. USA), by administrative or-
ders (e.g. CDN, DK) or advisory guidelines 
(e.g. UK). Countries differ regarding the 
form and scope of public participation in 
SEA: The involvement of the general public 
is foreseen in DK and NL, while in the UK 
and CDN the availability  of the assessment 
results is restricted to the cabinet. A further 
spread of this policy innovation is likely be-
cause in 1999 the EU adopted a directive, 
that requires the Member States to imple-
ment a SEA. Assessment techniques are 
applied also in non-environmental fields of 
policy making e.g. as legislative impact as-
sessment in Germany (Böhret/Konzendorf 
2000). 
Although there are considerable differ-
ences in the implementation of SEA, it is 
most often applied across the boundaries of 
a department or ministry. Therefore we as-
sign it to the centralised instruments. The 
counterpart are appraisal tools that are ap-
plied inside the department only, without ob-
ligations for publishing the results and with-
out a need for consultating other depart-
ments or the general public.   
Green Budgeting 
The governments budget reflects the gov-
ernments priorities beyond declarations re-
garding their policy objectives. Therefore, an 
in-depth evaluation has the potential of re-
vealing government spending that is contra-
dictory to environmental objectives. 
Norway pioneered this policy instrument 
and introduced it for the first time in 1988 by 
adding an environmental profile to the state 
budget proposal. This form of Green budget-
ing was further elaborated in 1992 and 1996 
by developing more detailed categories for 
spending with environmental effects. Other 
countries that implemented or consider such 
measures are Canada and the Netherlands 
(OECD 2002).  
The dispute on budget was the core is-
sue to integrate environmental objectives 
into the European Regional and Cohesion 
funds that can be considered as cases of 
relatively successful EPI (Lenschow 1997, 
2002d, Wilkinson 1998). Here, EPI was le-
gitimised and supported by the reformed 
constitutional law of the EU which  demands 
a consideration of the environment within 
the spending procedures. It is, however, not 
linked to the application of government rou-
tines in favour of EPI.  
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7 Decentralised Mechanisms 
The instruments described above have 
mostly failed in greening governmental poli-
cies. These findings led to reforms in EPI 
mechanisms in particular on the European 
level in the late 1990s. In particular the dis-
appointing results of the 5th Environmental 
Action Programme (5EAP) that enclosed the 
integration principle as its fundamental 
theme by defining priority sectors and major 
environmental problems were a starting 
point for a reconsideration of EPI efforts.  
Evaluating the integration measures, that 
were taken to implement the Maastricht 
Treaty and the 5EAP, Wilkinson (1998, 122) 
comes to the conclusion, that the impact on 
the practical policy-making procedures of 
other DGs have been modest. Any progress 
made towards a better consideration of envi-
ronmental concerns in the investigated poli-
cies can be ascribed to external factors (e.g. 
environmentalists action) rather than the in-
tegration measures. 
The results were considered as unsatis-
factory also by the responsible Commis-
sioner. This critique was supported by the 
EEA in its so called Dobris Assessment. It 
was realised, that binding targets and guide-
lines are necessary beside the procedural 
innovations. Corresponding pressure was 
exerted by Austria, Sweden and Finland, 
and based on a Swedish initiative a reform 
of the integration project was agreed on at 
the 1997 Luxemburg summit. To enter into a 
more binding process, the leadership was 
shifted from the Commission DG Environ-
ment to the European Council. The following 
UK presidency put the EPI issue on the top 
of the agenda (Lenschow 2002a, 11). At the 
Cardiff Summit in June 1998, the Cardiff-
Process of Environmental Policy Integration 
was started. This model of sectoral strategy 
development will be described briefly in the 
following.  
The shift of responsibility for EPI away 
from the DG Environment to the European 
Council, together with the request for the 
development of sectoral strategies by the 
single Council formations  can be analysed 
as a shift from horizontal to vertical integra-
tion (Jänicke 2000; Lafferty 2001): In case of 
horizontal EPI it is mainly up to the MoE to 
“green” the other departments. That requires 
a sufficient capacity to interfere in the non-
environmental domains. The limits of this 
traditional approach towards EPI have been 
convincingly analysed in evaluation studies 
(e.g. CEC 1998, Vroomraad 1999, Müller 
2002). 
A vertical strategy requires a central 
body as parliament, cabinet, etc. to oblige 
the sectors to develop sectoral strategies 
and action plans and to monitor and report 
the progress to a competent authority. In 
case of vertical EPI the roles of the MoE 
changes: Instead of imposing measures to 
the other departments, its main task is to 
facilitate the development of sectoral strate-
gies, e.g. by providing advice and by devel-
oping indicators.  
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Before the Cardiff Process was initiated on 
the European level, several countries had 
already introduced this approach. In Canada 
the “Guide to Green Government” was pub-
lished in 1995, that committed a large num-
ber of ministries and agencies to develop a 
report on their environmental policy, to de-
velop sectoral strategies until 1997 and to 
update this strategies in a three years term. 
For a review of the strategies, the Commis-
sioner of the Environment and Sustainable 
Development was established as a part of 
the General Accounting Office (SRU 2000). 
In Denmark several ministries developed 
by own initiative or by request strategies to 
implement a sustainable development in 
their respective domain following the 
Brundtland Report of 1987. That was pio-
neered by the ministry of agriculture and 
soon followed by the energy ministry and 
the transport ministry. Since then, Denmark 
has developed many sectoral action plans 
rather than an all-embracing National Plan 
as e.g. the Netherlands (Andersen 1997).  
The European Union adopted this strategy 
as a result of the Cardiff summit in 1997: In 
the run-up to the Cardiff-Summit the Com-
mission delivered a strategy paper describ-
ing headlines for EPI. The European Sum-
mit in Cardiff then requested all relevant 
Council formations to develop sectoral 
strategies containing objectives, timetables 
and task assignment, but also to constantly 
monitor improvements and shortcomings. 
The Councils for Agriculture, Energy and 
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Transport started the process in June 1998. 
They were joined in a second round by the 
Councils for Development, for Internal Mar-
ket and for Industry in December 1998. The 
setting was completed in a third round by 
the Councils for General Affairs, for Eco-
nomical and Fiscal Affairs and for Fisheries 
(Kraemer, 2000, Schepelmann, 2000). The 
development of the strategies usually fol-
lowed a two-tiered procedure, beginning 
with the presentation of a working report and 
its transformation in a strategy proposal 
then, both to be accepted by the European 
Council. The European Council of Helsinki 
in June 1999 undertook a first comprehen-
sive evaluation of all delivered reports and 
strategies and came to a rather disappoint-
ing assessment concerning content and 
binding character of the proposals. All coun-
cil formations were asked to finalise their 
work with a view to the forthcoming Euro-
pean Council in Gotenborg in June 2001. 
The whole process should then be shifted to 
the implementation phase (Fergusson et al., 
2001). But the European Council in Goten-
borg revealed serious shortcomings of the 
received strategies concerning vague objec-
tives, missing timetables and indicators and 
unclear task responsibilities. The whole 
process was postponed to the next Spring 
Summit in Barcelona in 2002. But also in 
Barcelona an sufficient progress could not 
be ascertained. At present, the future course 
of the Cardiff-Process is nebulous (see 
Kraemer et al., 2002). 
Up to now, no council has published a 
strategy with concrete objectives, timetables 
and indicators. The political significance of 
the strategies remains unclear. There is a 
lack of an overall co-ordination and steering 
body and overall clear procedural and rules 
for the development of the strategies as also 
with regard to their content.  
Therefore, the single strategies differ 
considerably concerning the understanding 
of EPI, the needs for problem analysis but 
also the work on objectives and indicators 
(SRU, 2002). But the Cardiff-Process clearly 
is an important institutional innovation, 
nonetheless because it proves rich ground 
for learning about barriers to EPI and re-
quests for effective policy steering. 
8 Decentralised Administrative Instruments 
Appraisal of policy initiatives 
In several countries instruments have been 
developed that gain at the assessment of 
possible impacts of legislative proposals by 
the competent authorities themselves. 
These mechanisms are closely related to 
Strategic Environmental Assessments as 
described above and there is a continuum 
between appraisal methodology and the 
more formal SEA procedures. The main dif-
ference is, that the general public or other 
departments are not involved. An appraisal 
system was developed in the UK in 1991 as 
a guide for civil servants, called Policy Ap-
praisal and the Environment (Jordan/Len-
schow 2000). This appraisal was rarely con-
ducted, which was criticised among others 
by environmental groups. Only when the 
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guide was reformulated in later years, the 
application became more frequent.  
In the Netherlands the need for an im-
pact assessment regarding the environment 
for new legislation was recognised in the 
NEPP of 1989. From 1992 on preparations 
were undertaken to establish such an as-
sessment. Additional momentum for the in-
troduction came in 1994 from the Quality of 
Legislation initiative which aimed at an 
tighter evaluation of proposed legislation. 
Here, the underlying goal was to stimulate a 
more productive economy and an effective 
administration. This deregulation initiative 
aimed primarily at an evaluation of the eco-
nomic costs and benefits of regulation. 
However, it was realized that environmental 
costs and benefits should be taken into ac-
count, too. While the economic evaluation 
was formalised in the so called Business 
Effects Test (BET), the environmental test 
was developed by a ministerial Commission 
chaired by the prime minister. This so called 
E-test was finally introduced in 1995. It is 
applied to all types of legislative proposals 
including drafts and amendments. As it was 
recommended in NEPP 2, a ‘help desk’, 
namely the Joint Support Centre for Draft 
Regulations, was established by the Envi-
ronmental and the Economic ministries to 
give guidance for the procedures. By this, 
the coordination between BET and E-Test is 
assured also institutionally (Marsden, 1999). 
The E-Test procedure encompasses 
mainly four different phases: 1) Screen-
ing/Scoping Phase: An interdepartmental 
working group selects proposals for which 
an E-Test should be carried out and lists 
environmental aspects that should be 
evaluated. 2) Adoption Phase: The list of 
proposal is adopted by the Council of Minis-
ters. 3) Documentation/Assessment Phase: 
The selected aspects are addressed by the 
responsible ministry, supported by the help-
desk; results are documented and added to 
the draft legislation. 4) Reviewing Phase: 
Joint Support Centre and the Ministry of 
Justice reviews the quality of information 
and checks if the draft can be send to the 
Council of Ministers.  
In 1993, the DG Environment of the 
European Commission developed an ap-
praisal system (so called ‘green star’) to 
evaluate the effects of policy proposals with 
significant effects to the environment in or-
der to implement the 5EAP. The Manual of 
Operational Procedures lists a step-by-step 
procedure for the undertaking of the ap-
praisal. Those legislation that are selected 
for appraisals are marked by an asterisk in 
the Comission’s legislative programme. 
However, due to a lack of an appropriate 
methodology, these appraisals were never 
conducted (Wilkinson 1998, 120). 
Other appraisal tools have been devel-
oped for the DG Industry (IAPlus, Hemmels-
kamp/Leone s.a. http://www.jrc.es/ projects/-
iaplus/) or are currently under development 
(e.g. Rodmell 2002, DEFRA 2002, 
POINT3D). Recent developments focus on 
the different dimensions of Sustainability, or 
aim to integrate different appraisal methods.  
Environmental Correspondents 
The establishment of mirroring units in other 
departments is another standard procedure 
in governments practices. Environmental 
correspondents have been established in 
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Germany from 1986, when the Ministry of 
the Environment was founded. The Euro-
pean Commission introduced this instrument 
in 1993, in order to implement the 5EAP 
(Wilkinson 1998, 120). This environmental 
correspondents have not been willing or 
able to influence the policies of their respec-
tive departments. In case of an environ-
mental orientation that is in contrast to the 
objectives of their hosting department, they 
might have jeopardised their own career 
(Kraack et al. 2001).  
Furthermore, the DG Environment (XI) 
did not give a guidance on the role of the 
environmental correspondents. Therefore, 
the implementation and understanding of 
their role varied considerably: In several 
DGs that had already units or policies which 
are concerned with the environment, this 
duty was given to officials with preexisting 
environmental responsibilities. Wilkinson 
(1998, 121) gives a range of possible func-
tions for the environmental correspondents:  
• spy: informing DG XI of developments in 
the respective DG,  
• postman: passing information on envi-
ronmental legislation,  
• policemen: vetoing policy proposals,  
• technician: guidance for e.g. appraisal 
methods 
• facilitator: negotiating between the re-
spective DG and DG XI  
• ambassador: modifying DG XI policies to 
fit with own DG 
In particular in those DGs where an atten-
tion for environmental concerns had been 
already established, the integration principle 
was regarded as a two way process, requir-
ing the environmental department to inte-
grate also the objectives of the non-
environmental departments. Therefore role-
models like ‘spy’ or policeman’ necessarily 
failed. 
9 Opportunities and Impediments for EPI 
Recent evaluation studies on the introduc-
tion of EPI measures and on EPI in different 
policy sectors identified a broad range of 
different factors that influence success or 
failure of integration measures. Lenschow 
(2002a, b) expects three dimensions to be 
relevant for an explanation of patterns of 
EPI: 
• Actors: Their preferences, relative 
strength and position in the political struc-
ture, variation in the commitment to envi-
ronmental issues, pressure by top level 
political commitment and/or by environ-
mentalists or other non-state actors. A 
sufficient regulatory capacity and a bal-
ance of power with environmental stake-
holders is suggested as prerequisites for 
EPI also by Hey (2002).  
• Ideas: On the one hand, the framing 
paradigms of environmental policy, i.e. the 
concept of sustainable development, or 
the expectation of win-win solutions is de-
cisive for the success of EPI. On the other 
hand the implementation of EPI is deter-
mined by the ‘policy mission’ in the sec-
toral policy and its compability with envi-
ronmental concerns. The focus on ‘win-
win’ risks that EPI fails if there are losers. 
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In the long run, a policy aiming at a sus-
tainable development, has to compensate 
or to enable those actors for a restructur-
ing their activities (Lenschow 2002c, 231). 
• Policy traditions and institutions: In how 
far the concept of EPI fits into the given 
structures and practices is a determinant 
success factor. A fragmented institutional 
setting is difficult to reform. Usually, it re-
quires a crisis to open a window of oppor-
tunity for institutional change (Lenschow 
2002c, 229). 
Lafferty (2002), as well as the OECD (2002) 
enumerates the following factors as decisive 
for the success of EPI: Common under-
standing of sustainable development, clear 
commitment and leadership, specific institu-
tional mechanisms to steer integration, ef-
fective stakeholder involvement, and effi-
cient knowledge management.  
Hertin and Berkhout (2002) identify four 
core functions that EPI has to fulfil in order 
to be successful: sectoral agenda setting, 
horizontal communication, sectoral capacity 
building and policy learning. 
It is common to this studies, that on the 
one hand the importance of learning in the 
different policy sectors, the utilisation of 
knowledge, a shared vision and a common 
understanding of problems is stressed. But 
on the other hand, these studies point to the 
prevailing importance of political will and 
leadership  as also to the relative strengths 
of actors or their capacity to act. 
Our brief discussion of the different meas-
ures for EPI revealed considerable differ-
ences in how far these prerequisites are ful-
filled. There is no single instrument that is 
able to fulfil all of the different functions. The 
following table gives an overview on the dif-
ferent features of the discussed measures. 
For the development of POINT as a com-
prehensive tool for assessing the impacts of 
policies on different objectives the analysis 
of recent efforts points to the need of inte-
grating and tuning instruments for policy ap-
praisal to other strategies that are providing 
the case of EPI with the necessary political 
resources for a successful implementation.  
The appraisal of policies will not be imple-
mented if there is a lack of political will and 
power, if overall objectives are missing or if 
relevant actors are not committed to sub-
stantial adjustments in policy. Policy ap-
praisal is, however, a useful and promising 
tool in actually implementing the objective of 
policy integration.  







































































































Strategic Approaches         
National Environmental /  
Sustainability Planning Possible  3 3 3  3  
Sectoral Strategies    3 3 Possible 3  
Constitutional Provisions Possible    Possible  Possible  
Instruments         
Consultation procedures Possible       3 
Veto power 3        
Initiative rights 3    3  3  
Amalgamation of departments Possible   Possible Possible  Possible Possible 
Independent institutions for advising  
and evaluation  3 Possible  Possible Possible Possible Possible 
Green Budgeting     3  3 3 
Green Cabinet    3 3  3  
Interdepartmental working groups        3 
Strategic Environmental Assessment   3   3  3 
Environmental departments in the different 
sectors / Environmental Correspondents  3    Possible  3 
Sectoral Conferences   Possible  3 Possible 3 Possible 
Appraisal of policy initiatives      3  3 
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